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Introduction 
In order to provide the Australian research community 
with best practice advice on engagement with the 
European Union’s Seventh Framework Programme for 
research and technological development (FP7), FEAST has 
conducted a comprehensive survey of Australians 
involved with FP7 project proposals, both successful and 
unsuccessful. These interviews enable FEAST to present 
robust evidence of successful strategies and tactics, and 
practical advice on how to engage with FP7. 
Alongside this publication, FEAST has discussed, and will 
continue to discuss, the results and issues raised during 
this survey with researchers, research managers, and 
policy makers. 
Methodology 
Due to a number of the FEAST staff having official 
National Contact Point (NCP) roles for FP72, FEAST has 
been granted access to the results of all FP7 proposals 
involving Australian institutions. Utilising the data for 
proposals from the beginning of FP7 (December 2006) 
until 4 May 2008, FEAST extracted details for all eligible3 
collaborative projects4 that fell into any of the following 
categories: 
• Cooperation (all thematic areas);5 
• Capacities (SiS: Science in Society); 
• People (IAPP: Marie Curie Industry-Academia 
Partnerships and Pathways and ITN: Marie Curie Initial 
Training Networks). 
All other projects were excluded, notably the Marie Curie 
individual fellowships, the Marie Curie International 
Research Staff Exchange Scheme (IRSES), European 
                                                    
2 For a comprehensive list of Australian individuals who are 
NCPs, see http://www.feast.org/fp7/ncp. The EC’s official list of 
third country NCPs can be found at 
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/third-countries_en.html. 
3 A small number of projects were deemed ineligible before 
evaluation by the European Commission. 
4 By collaborative projects we mean those projects necessarily 
involving multiple participants. 
5 Note that whilst no thematic areas were excluded, there were 
no recorded projects in the Space or Security themes. For a full 
list of the thematic areas of FP7 see 
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/cooperation. 
Research Council (ERC) Starting (StG) and Advance (AdG) 
Grants, and the remainder of the Capacities category. 
FEAST asked interviewees who were listed on multiple 
proposals to respond only in relation to the most recent 
of their proposals, in effect removing their other 
proposals from the survey process and further reducing 
the sample size. 
The resulting list of projects numbered 112, of which 87 
individuals were approached via email/telephone and 59 
agreed to be interviewed. These interviews were 
conducted between June-September 2009, with most 
interviews taking 45-60 minutes. Appendix A 
summarises the sampling across the different thematic 
areas. 
In order to support both interviewer and interviewee 
during the interview process, two guideline documents 
were produced, providing focus for the interviews as well 
as a tool to capture the required data. 
The first of these documents, and the primary survey 
tool, was a series of key questions to be put to the 
participants, along with a corresponding list of 
checkboxes against which to record key responses. The 
second tool, emailed to participants prior to each 
interview, consisted only of the headline questions from 
the interviewer document, so that individuals could 
prepare for the interview. Appendix B lists these 
questions, along with full results. Interviewers were 
instructed to allow for the participants to “tell their story” 
and speak about issues of importance to them. The 
interviewers then extracted the key messages from this 
conversation and filled out the checkboxes on the survey 
tool as appropriate, as well as taking note of other issues 
raised. 
Results and findings 
This paper summarises the results of the survey, and the 
complete set of results are presented in Appendix B. 
Project background 
All but one of the participants had substantial academic6 
experience (the average being 20 years), with very little 
                                                    
6 For the purpose of this survey the researchers working at 
CSIRO were considered “academics”, as the nature of their 
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industry or government experience exhibited across the 
group.  
Over two thirds of the participants had previously spent 
substantial time in Europe, either for research training or 
as a researcher. Almost all had prior collaborative links 
with Europe, with a large number, just under 60%, being 
involved in previous formal collaborative projects. 
Almost half had prior experience with the EU Framework 
Programmes, with approximately one third of these 
having been involved with more than one other FP 
project. Most, nearly 90%, had entered into their current 
FP7 project via an existing relationship with a European-
based colleague. The remainder had received an 
unsolicited approach about joining the proposed project 
consortium as they were seen as being internationally 
recognised experts in a field of key importance to the 
proposed project. Many of the pre-existing relationships 
were initially established via a lab visit or an overseas 
sabbatical (whether from a European coming to the 
Australian team, or someone from the Australian team 
spending time in Europe). 
On average, participants spent an estimated 0.9 
equivalent in person months working on the proposals.7 
The time frame between the initial approach to the 
Australian partner and the proposal submission averaged 
around half a year. 
Expectations of involvement 
Overall, the primary reasons for joining an FP7 
consortium were linked to the scientific performance of 
the individual investigators and their research groups. 
Broader institutional and strategic decisions do not 
appear to have had a decisive role. 
15% of the participants were able to provide the exact 
results from the evaluation of their project proposal, with 
projects averaging approximately 4 out of 5 for each of 
the different evaluation criteria.8 
                                                    
research was more akin to academic research than government 
or industry work. 
7 If we consider the typical earnings of a professorial researcher 
in Australia (some AU$135,00), this would equate to 
approximately AU$10,000 in direct salary costs. 
8 The three evaluation criteria, each scored out of 5, for FP7 
projects are: scientific excellence; potential impact for Europe, 
FEAST collected data on a range of expected benefits of 
participating in FP7. These can be loosely gathered into 
three categories: 
1. Synergies – to exploit economies of scale and 
complementary expertise; 
2. Access – to obtain privileged access to 
knowledge, facilities, people, results and 
methodologies, and; 
3. Relationships – to establish or further 
professional relationships and networks. 
All three categories were generally considered central to 
engaging with FP7 (between 80-90% of participants), 
whilst less than one quarter of participants indicated that 
institutional/strategic considerations contributed to their 
decision to participate. 
Risks 
It is no surprise that the greatest perceived risk, prior to 
submitting an application, was the necessity of obtaining 
additional external funding (keeping in mind that 
Australian participants are not eligible to receive funding 
from the European Commission, except under specific 
circumstances)9. Just over half of participants highlighted 
this issue. Interestingly, many of the participants did not 
have a strategy for ensuring adequate funds. This also 
led most of these participants to highlight the potential 
risk of not fulfilling their project commitments. Problems 
arose in some instances due to a lack of bid-
synchronisation between FP7 and Australian funding 
programs. The difficulty of finding dedicated funding to 
support travel, or for seed funding for proposal 
preparations and project commencement, was raised. 
Many participants also commented on the lack of any 
matching funding schemes available in Australia (with the 
exception of the NHMRC’s Australian-European Union 
Health Research Grants). 
The administrative burden of FP7 applications was 
another significant perceived risk (noted by 45% of 
participants). Amongst the remainder of the participants, 
however, there was an understanding that the bulk of the 
                                                    
and; quality of the consortium to be able to implement and 
manage the project according to plans. 
9 For detail on Australia’s eligibility to receive EC financial 
support, see 
ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/fp7/docs/guideline-third-
country-participants_en.pdf. 
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administrative burden would be borne by the European 
project coordinator. 
When these perceived risks are compared against actual 
experiences, the funding issues maintain their 
prominence. A number of participants also noted that 
they received less funding than anticipated. In practice, 
application administration issues had been largely 
neutralised, indicating an overly pessimistic view of the 
bureaucracy surrounding FP7 applications. 
The experiences of successful projects also 
demonstrated that many participants underestimated the 
length and complexity of contract negotiations. 
Additionally, a number of participants had ongoing 
reporting requirements that they described as “onerous” 
with respect to their involvement and the level of (or lack 
of) funds they were receiving from Europe. 
A number of participants commented on the necessity to 
clarify intellectual property (IP) access up front, with 
several feeling pressured to share their intellectual 
property with the rest of the consortium. 
Unfortunately, few of the participants sought expert 
external advice on their participation. 95% of participants 
relied heavily on their European project coordinator for 
advice, and over three quarters did not seek any further 
external guidance. As a result, there is strong correlation 
between those who did not seek external advice (from 
FEAST, other National Contact Points or their research 
office) and those who were provided with incorrect or 
misleading information regarding the nature of their 
participation (including eligibility to receive European 
funds). FEAST determined that almost 70% of the 
participants had been given incorrect or misleading 
advice regarding FP7. There was a perception amongst a 
number of the participants that there was little value in 
consulting their research office, as they were seen to be 
lacking the necessary expertise in international programs 
such as FP7.10 
                                                    
10 Based on the findings from this stocktake exercise, the 
Australasian Research Management Society (ARMS) has been 
hosting half-day workshop across Australia at which FEAST staff 
provide research management personnel with targeted 
information and practical strategies. See 
http://www.feast.org/seminars/2010 for further details of these 
events. 
Several participants were able to identify strategies that 
dramatically lowered the risks. These were: 
• The ability to participate irrespective of receiving 
additional funding. This has the further benefit that if 
no funding is delivered to the Australian partner from 
the consortium, then the Australian partner is able to 
include, as a part of the EC contract, a clause 
excluding them from any financial reporting. 
• The necessity to be involved with a coordinator that 
has a good track record of involvement with the 
Framework Programmes (this may be an experienced 
external consulting agency). 
Costs 
On average, each of the Australian partners in the 
successful project proposals (as well as in two of the 
unsuccessful proposals, which have continued as non-
FP7 projects) committed AU$288,000 of their own 
resources (in-kind contributions and/or existing funds), 
and had access AU$302,000 in additional domestic 
funding. Approximately half of these projects had not 
received any additional funds at the time of the interview. 
Outcomes 
The most important team outcomes across the range of 
participants (both successful and unsuccessful) are the 
furtherance of inter-personal networks, increased 
awareness of the team’s capabilities and informal 
technical know-how. 
Whilst it was too early for most of the successful projects 
to have produced any meaningful outputs (publications, 
etc), FEAST asked them to indicate their expected 
outputs. Four primary outputs were identified: 
1. Peer reviewed journal articles; 
2. Refereed conference papers; 
3. Events, including workshops, conference and 
exhibitions, and; 
4. Staff and postgraduate exchanges. 
Experiences 
Overall, the participants agreed that cooperation with 
Europe was generally a positive experience. The costs 
and risks involved were acceptable given the potential 
benefits. However, experiences with Australia’s other 
major international collaborators (notably the USA, China 
and Japan) were generally viewed as being more 
rewarding that with Europe. 
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The major drawbacks of the European programs were the 
perceived bureaucratic burdens, and perceptions of 
political involvement in the creation and selection of 
successful projects. A number of participants felt that 
FP7 had many “unwritten” requirements, and that there 
was inconsistent implementation of the rules by EC 
officials. 
In contrast, many participants identified the USA as 
having transparent programs that were more focused on 
outcomes (as opposed to project management). They 
also tended to find that the USA was more willing to fund 
international groups, and to a higher degree. 
Best practice summary 
Taking stock of the results of this survey, combined with 
FEAST’s experience in the area, the following best-
practice methods can be recommended to all current and 
future Australian participants in FP7: 
• Seek expert advice outside of the consortium. For 
example, FEAST staff, research office or other 
support networks. Involve local research managers 
from the very beginning of the proposal. 
• Select projects and consortia carefully, look at the 
Framework Programme track record of the 
coordinator. 
• Know your position of strength, and the value you 
bring to the consortium. 
• Be clear on what you will get out of your 
participation, and what the costs of participation will 
be. 
• Create a fallback position where you can maintain a 
level of participation without the need for additional 
external funds. If you do not receive funds from the 
project, be sure to add a clause to the contract that 
excludes you from reporting obligations. If your 
participation does require additional funds, prepare 
for a potential time lag between the beginning of the 
FP7 project and the receipt of appropriate funds from 
Australian sources. 
• You should not need to be involved in any financial 
reporting (unless you are a work package leader 
and/or you received funding from the EC for this 
project). 
• After the proposal has been evaluated retrieve the 
evaluation reports from the project coordinator. 
• Clarify your IP sharing arrangements. These need not 
be with the entire consortium, you are free to make 
agreements with individual partners. 
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Appendix A: Summary of evaluated FP7 projects 
main listed proposals reserve proposals rejected proposals all proposals FP7 thematic 
area success rate interviewed sample interviewed sample interviewed sample interviewed sample 
Health 35% 9 11 1 2 9 17 19 30 
KBBE11 75% 8 9 2 2 1 1 11 12 
ICT12 35% 3 5 0 0 0 10 3 15 
NMP13 50% 4 4 0 1 3 3 7 8 
Energy 40% 3 3 0 0 2 2 5 5 
Environment14 18% 2 2 0 0 4 7 6 9 
Transport15 22% 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 6 
SSH16 0% 0 0 0 0 7 16 7 16 
Space – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Security – 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SiS17 57% 0 4 1 2 0 1 1 7 
IAPP18 0% 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
ITN19 0% 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 
total 33% 29 39 4 8 26 65 59 112 
                                                    
11 KBBE – Knowledge Based Bio-Economy. This refers to the Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology theme. 
12 ICT – Information and Communication Technologies. 
13 NMP – Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and New Production Technologies. 
14 Including Climate Change. 
15 Including Aeronautics. 
16 SSH – Socio-economic Sciences and the Humanities. 
17 SiS – Science in Society, part of the Capacities category. 
18 IAPP – Marie Curie Industry-Academia Partnerships and Pathways, part of the People category. 
19 ITN – Marie Curie Initial Training Networks, part of the People category. 
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Appendix B: Survey results 
Below is a complete list of the survey questions, as presented to in both the interviewer and interviewee documents20, as 
well as the complete results. 
For your current field of research, please indicate the number of years experience working in each sector. 
 
Part A – How did you become involved in your current (or planned) Australian-European 
collaboration project(s)? 
1. As regards research collaboration with Europe, how many projects have you been involved in (including 
ones you are currently involved in)? 
 
                                                    
20 If you wish to obtain the interview documents you may request copies by sending an email to info@feast.org. 
98% 
20% 
3% 
14% 
0 5 10 15 20 25 
Academia 
Industry 
NGO/Civil Society 
Government 
Average number of years (including percentage of respondants) 
2.8 
0.7 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 
EU Framework Programme (other than this) 
Bilateral research collaboration with European partners 
Other multilateral research collaboration with solely European 
partners 
Other multilateral research collaboration with European partners 
and non-European partners 
Collaborative research projects solely within Europe 
Proportion of participants (including average number of projects) 
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2. Prior to your current/most recent project, what was your history of research collaboration with European 
researchers? 
 
3. Thinking about your most recent/current project, how did you become involved in this particular project? 
How important were these factors? 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 
No previous formal collaborative experience 
One previous formal collaborative project 
Two previous formal collaborative projects 
Three or more previous formal collaborative projects 
Informal collaboration only 
Only experience of cooperation with overseas researchers 
outside of Europe 
No collaborative experience, formal or informal 
I trained in Europe 
I was a Europe based academic/industrialist 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 
Through already established research relationship with one or 
more other Australia-based partnership members 
Through already established research relationship with one or 
more of the Europe-based partnership members 
Approached by other Australia-based partnership members with 
whom there was no prior relationship 
Approached by one or more of the Europe-based partnership 
members with whom there was no prior relationship 
Made an approach to Europe-based partnership members with 
whom there was no prior relationship 
Other 
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Part B – BEFORE – What were the specific strengths, opportunities and benefits of an 
Australian-European collaboration that attracted you to this collaboration; and were they 
unique to engagement with Europe? 
4. What were your main reasons for seeking to get involved in your current/most recent research project? 
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 
Exploit economies of scale in research via pooling similar 
expertise 
Exploit complementary but different expertise within the 
academic sector 
Exploit complementary but different expertise of a non-
academic nature 
Learn from more experienced/senior researchers 
Obtain greater professional exposure/standing 
Build new collaborative relationships with other academics of 
lasting value after the specific project 
Build new collaborative relationships with industrialists of 
lasting value after the specific project 
Gain access to research results in advance of publication 
Gain access to research facilities and instruments not available 
domestically 
Gain access to additional research funding not available 
domestically 
Gain access to tacit knowledge on research methods/instrument 
use not available domestically 
Gain skilled staff/students 
Pursue wider institutional or political objectives unrelated to the 
research per se 
Consolidate professional relationships or linkages 
Personal reasons 
Other 
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Part C – Did you identify any challenges or risks associated with an Australian-European 
collaboration? 
5. Before you submitted this project, how would you have rated the following risks/impediments? 
 
6. What were the key outcomes from the selection/evaluation process? 
 
Only 15% of participants knew their Evaluation Summary Report scores. 
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 
A successfully funded cooperative project would proceed, but 
without your involvement 
Not being able to deliver on commitments 
Administration – application issues 
Administration – lengthy and complex contract negotiations 
prior to the project 
Administration – time spent dealing with excessive red tape 
during the project 
Time spent travelling to and from Europe would eat into 
valuable research time 
Time spent coordinating the research relationship(s) would eat 
into valuable research time 
Time spent dealing with cross-cultural issues would eat into 
valuable research time 
Poor track record of the consortium leader/champion for this 
specific program 
Inadequate support or information about the funding scheme in 
Europe or Australia 
Loss of potentially valuable intellectual property and know-how 
Risk of losing staff to research collaborators 
Time spent seeking additional funding to support the 
cooperation would eat into valuable research time 
Necessity of obtaining additional funding from internal sources 
to support the collaboration 
Necessity of obtaining additional funding from external sources 
to support the collaboration 
Foregoing a funding opportunity 
Other 
Didn’t consider 
Fairly important Critically important 
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 
Scientific excellence 
Potential impact for Europe 
Quality of the consortium to be able to implement and manage 
the project according to plans 
ESR score 
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At this point, unsuccessful participants were directed to question 10. 
 
Part D – NOW – Has this benefit been realised in practice? If not, do you expect the 
collaboration to deliver it before completion? Alternatively, have any of the foreseen 
difficulties materialised? 
7. Based upon your experience with this current/most recent project, please rate each of the following 
aspects in terms of their importance to achieving the project’s objectives. 
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 
Exploit economies of scale in research via pooling similar 
expertise 
Exploit complementary but different expertise within the 
academic sector 
Exploit complementary but different expertise of a non-
academic nature 
Learn from more experienced/senior researchers 
Obtain greater professional exposure/standing 
Build new collaborative relationships with other academics of 
lasting value after the specific project 
Build new collaborative relationships with industrialists of lasting 
value after the specific project 
Gain access to research results in advance of publication 
Gain access to research facilities and instruments not available 
domestically 
Gain access to additional research funding not available 
domestically 
Gain access to tacit knowledge on research methods/instrument 
use not available domestically 
Gain skilled staff/students 
Pursue wider institutional or political objectives unrelated to the 
research per se 
Consolidate professional relationships or linkages 
Personal reasons 
Other 
Fairly important Critically important 
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8. Given the experience gained, how would you rate the anticipated risks now? 
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 
A successfully funded cooperative project would proceed, but 
without your involvement 
Not being able to deliver on commitments 
Administration – application issues 
Administration – lengthy and complex contract negotiations 
prior to the project would eat into valuable research time 
Administration – time spent dealing with excessive red tape 
during the project would eat into valuable research time 
Time spent travelling to and from Europe would eat into valuable 
research time 
Time spent coordinating the research relationship(s) would eat 
into valuable research time 
Time spent dealing with cross-cultural issues would eat into 
valuable research time 
Poor track record of the consortium leader/champion for this 
specific program 
Inadequate support or information about the funding scheme in 
Europe or Australia 
Loss of potentially valuable intellectual property and know-how 
Risk of losing staff to research collaborators 
Time spent seeking additional funding to support the 
cooperation would eat into valuable research time 
Necessity of obtaining additional funding from internal sources 
to support the collaboration 
Necessity of obtaining additional funding from external sources 
to support the collaboration 
Foregoing a funding opportunity 
Other 
Didn’t consider 
Fairly important Critically important 
Stocktake of Australian engagement with FP7  18 May 2010 
Forum for European-Australian Science and Technology cooperation 13/16 
9. What were/are the project’s formal outputs that your team has been actively involved in to date and how 
were these outputs affected by this cooperation? 
 
10. What were/are the project’s outcomes for your team to date and how would you rate them for importance 
in relation to your team’s long-term competitiveness in research and the application of this knowledge? 
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 
Peer reviewed journals articles 
Non-peer reviewed journal articles 
Technical reports and working/discussion papers 
Reports to government(s) 
Book chapters 
Complete books 
Refereed conference papers 
Non-refereed conference papers 
Patent applications 
Patents granted 
Spin-off companies established 
Licensing deals established 
Masters theses submitted 
PhD theses submitted 
Staff and post graduates exchanged 
Events – workshop, conference, exhibition 
Other 
Anticipated outputs 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 
Dissemination via publications 
Increased external awareness of your team’s capabilities 
Formal Intellectual Property Rights to be exploited now and in 
the future 
Informal technical know-how to be exploited now and in the 
future 
Inter-personal academic networks to be exploited 
Inter-personal industry/business networks to be exploited 
Increased funding 
Early access to research results, in advance of publication 
Increased publication output 
Other 
Fairly important Critically important 
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11. What were/are the inputs of your team into the project? 
 Unsure Negligible Amount (AU$) 
Equivalent in 
person months 
Actual preparation and 
submission of the proposal 
 
2% 
 
97% 
$55,000 
1 respondent 
0.9 
98% 
Funding to build the 
collaboration 
 
7% 
 
93% 
$0 
0% 
 
0% 
Resources / in-kind 
committed to the project 
 
10% 
 
76% 
$288,353 
15% 
3.1 
32% 
Funding accessed from 
internal and external sources 
 
7% 
 
69% 
$302,250 
24% 
 
0% 
     
In the above table percentages indicate the proportion of participants, whilst actual dollar (and equivalent in 
person months) amounts indicate averages taken over the number of participants who were able to provide a 
figure. Participants were free to indicate dollar amounts, equivalent in person months, or both, hance the figures 
above do not represent a simple translation between dollars and person months. 
12. Did you receive any advice during the preparation or the implementation of the project and the usefulness 
of this advice? 
 
The percentages alongside the bars in the above figure indicate the percentage of participants who accessed these 
sources of advice. 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Usefulness of advice from FEAST 
Usefulness of advice from European National Contact Points 
Usefulness of advice from other source 
Relied on own existing experience 
Fairly important Critically important 
20% 
15% 
95% 
10% 
Stocktake of Australian engagement with FP7  18 May 2010 
Forum for European-Australian Science and Technology cooperation 15/16 
Part E – How does European research collaboration stack up? Have you had experience of 
research collaboration with non-European countries? If so, do you have any specific 
suggestions that might improve our research involvement with Europe? 
13. On the basis of your experience, which of the following statements best reflects your view of the risk-
reward relationship for research cooperation with Europe? 
 
14. If you have experience of research collaboration with a Non-European country, on the basis of your 
experience, which of the following statements best reflects your view of the risk-reward relationship for 
research cooperation?
 
This table shows the relative Cost+Risk / Reward relationship, including the percentage of participants having 
collaborated with those countries. 
• <3, Cost+Risk > Reward 
• !3, Cost+Risk ! Reward 
• >3, Cost+Risk < Reward 
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 
Cost+Risk >> Reward 
Cost+Risk > Reward 
Cost+Risk ! Reward 
Cost+Risk < Reward 
Cost+Risk << Reward 
Impossible to say 
100% 
69% 
25% 
17% 
12% 
10% 
5% 
5% 
3% 
2% 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Europe 
USA 
China 
Japan 
India 
Canada 
South Korea 
Brazil 
South Africa 
New Zealand 
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15. On the basis of your experience in cooperating with researchers in other countries (including non-
European countries), can you suggest specific examples of project types, funding schemes or programmes 
you have been involved in, with international partners, which could improve how we engage with Europe, if 
used in Australia? 
Only a small number of programs were mentioned: 
• Foundation for AIDS Research (USA) 
• National Institutes of Health (USA) 
• National Science Foundation (USA) 
• Rockerfeller Foundation (USA) 
• United States Department of Agriculture (USA) 
• Wellcome Trust (UK) 
 
